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Kind  Reader — 

The  humble  individual  who  thus  presents  himself  to 
public  notice,  is  one,  who  by  the  wise  counsel  of  Pro- 
vidence, never  enjoyed  the  precious  opportunity  of  ac- 
quiring that  high  order  of  knowledge  which  strengthens 
the  mind  and  expands  its  powers.  However,  without 
presumption,  he  might  claim  a moderate  portion  of 
common  sense,  which  is  to  be  found  with  many  who 
steer  their  course  through  the  humbler  sphere  of  life. 
That  consideration,  together  with  the  nature  of  the  sub- 
ject to  be  treated  of,  fills  him  with  hope,  and  gives  him 
the  confidence  of  being  competent  to  accomplish  the 
object  in  contemplation.  From  the  above  humble 
avowal  and  acknowledgment,  it  cannot  be  presumed 
that  he  appears  before  you  to  gain  distinction  or  to  win 
laurels  by  his  humble  efforts.  No,  he  does  it  with  the 
laudable  design  of  endeavoring  to  communicate  to  you, 
perhaps,  some  information,  and  to  do  justice  to  his  own 
feelings,  which  have  been  grossly  and  unwarrantably 
tampered  with,  by  an  uncharitable  and  unprovoked  at- 
tack on  the  religion  which  he  venerates. 

By  some  fortuitous  occurrence  of  the  limes,  a small 
pamphlet  fell  into  my  hands,  purporting,  as  appears 
from  the  signature  thereto  attached,  to  have  been  writ- 
ten by  a Mr.  Atwood,  Pastor  of  the  Methodist  Church 
of  Harrisburg,  as  a dogmatical  commentary  on  a 
publication  called  “Tract  No.  4,  for  the  people.”  In 
his  omnipotent  attempt  to  rescue  from  the  alleged  de- 
gradation the  society  to  which  he  belongs,  and  to  drive 
the  Tractarian  from  his  position,  he  pours  forth,  in  no 
measured  terms,  the  vials  of  his  wrath  against  a deno- 
mination of  Christians,  who  pursue  the  even  tenorof  their 
way,  without  insult  or  molestation  to  any.  But  in  his 
aerial  flight  I purpose  to  pursue  him  with  the  arrow  of 
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commou  sense,  and  bring  him  gently  to  the  ground  by 
plucking  a few  feathers  from  his  flapping  wings. 

Mr.  Atwood  appears  indignantly  mortified  at  the  as- 
sertion made  by  the  author  of  the  Tract,  for  presuming 
to  allege  that  Mr.  Wesley  never  intended  to  form  a 
Church  in  this  country.  Whether  he  did  or  no,  con- 
cerns us  not,  as  it  could  change  our  opinion  in  neither 
one  case  or  the  other.  I am,  however,  convinced  that 
those  with  whom  the  responsibility  rests,  will  be  able  to 
retain  a reasonable  possession  of  the  ground  upon  which 
the  author  of  the  Tract  has  taken  so  undesirable  a stand. 
It  is  what  appears  strange  and  marvellous  to  us,  to  see 
with  what  pious  facility  the  sublime  doctrine  of  Chris- 
tian morality  is  adduced,  to  justify  the  fictitious  sancti- 
ty and  charitableness  of  those  whose  constant  study  is 
to  revile  others,  and  bring  odium  on  their  religious 
principles,  by  bearing  false  witness  against  their  neigh- 
bors. 

In  the  prolegomina  to  his  polemic  desertation  on  the 
Tract,  with  the  dexterity  of  a Spartan  Chief  he  wields 
his  theological  sword,  and  mercilessly  gives  the  anni- 
hilating blow  by  unhesitatingly  asserting  that  his  Church 
is  a Scripture  Church,  or  in  plain  terms,  that  his 
Church  is  the  Church  of  God.  Pray,  Mr.  Atwood, 
are  you  candid  ? are  you  sincere?  and  if  so,  is  this  the 
respect  you  entertain  for  the  intelligence  of  the  people? 
are  these  the  flattering  compliments  you  lavish  on  men 
of  sense,  scholars  and  historians,  namely,  that  they  are 
ignorant  of  recorded  facts  that  have  transpired  within 
the  recollection,  perhaps  of  some  of  the  present  genera- 
tion. It  is  the  universal  cry  of  the  present  day,  that 
this  is  an  enlightened  age,  and  if  logic  can  extract  any 
argument  from  his  unestablished  proposition,  it  is 
that  this  is  an  age  of  intellectual  obscurity.  As  for  my 
own  part,  I have  no  misgivings  as  to  the  probability  that 
there  might  still  be  found  in  England,  men,  who,  in  the 
day  of  their  indiscriminating  innocence,  viewed  with  sin- 
gular curiosity  the  progressive  developements  of  Me- 
thodism in  all  its  irremediable  confusion. 
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If  the  Methodist  Church  be  then  the  Church  of  Christ, 
why  inconsistently  do  you  celebrate  your  Centenary  ? 
Why  not  come  out  at  once  under  the  palladium  of  your 
high  pretensions,  and  carry  the  date  of  its  origin  to 
Apostolic  times?  Why  in  the  mad  flight  of  your  be- 
wildered imagination,  do  you  come  down  from  the  time 
of  Christianity’s  author  to  the  eighteenth  century,  to 
find  a birth  day  for  your  novel  establishment?  Must 
not  the  Church  of  Christ  be  always  in  existence  in  ac- 
cordance with  his  own  everlasting  assurance  ? “ Hea- 

ven and  earth  shall  pass  away,  but  my  words  shall  never 
pass.” 

The  Christian  Church  was  established  by  Christ, 
that  is  a recorded  fact.  He  selected  from  among  the 
people  twelve  men  whom  he  instructed,  and  to  whom 
he  delivered  his  sacred  law.  He  commanded  them  to 
teach  the  self-same  and  identical  doctrine  which  he 
taught  them,  “teaching  them  to  observe  all  things  what- 
soever I have  commanded  you,”  Mat.  28th  c.,  18th  and 
19th  v.  He  proclaims  his  own  power  and  authority  to 
them,  “all  power  is  given  me  in  Heaven  and  in  earth,” 
thus  proving  to  them,  from  what  a high  origin  their 
spiritual  authority  was  derived.  He  thereby  prepared 
their  minds  to  receive  with  confidence  the  exalted  com- 
mission which  he  immediately  conferred  on  them,  when 
he  said  “ as  the  Father  sent  me  I also  send  you,”  “all 
power  is  given  me  in  Heaven  and  in  earth,  go  ye  there- 
fore, and  teach  all  nations,  baptizing  them  in  the  name 
of  the  Father,  and  of  the  Son,  and  of  the  Holy  Ghost, 
and  lo  I am  with  you  all  days  even  to  the  consumma- 
tion of  the  world.”  That  Christ  established  his  Church 
is  then  a fact,  that  he  selected  and  instructed  his  Apos- 
tles is  a fact.  That  he  deposited  his  holy  law  in  their 
hands,  for  the  benefit  of  all  ages  and  generations,  and 
intrusted  them  with  power  and  authority  to  manage 
and  govern  the  spiritual  kingdom  whieh  he  established, 
is  also  a fact.  That  he  declared  he  would  abide  with  the 
Apostles  to  the  consummation  of  time,  teaching,  bap- 
tizing and  administering  the  sacred  mysteries  of  his  re- 
ligion, is  a fact,  which  fact  goes  to  prove  that  the  sue- 
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cessors  of  the  Apostles  to  the  end  of  time  were  includ- 
ed in  this  promise,  as  the  Apostles  were  not  to  live  on 
earth  to  the  end  of  time,  except  in  the  person  of  those 
who  were  to  succeed  them  in  the  exercise  of  that  di- 
vine commission  which  they  had  received  from  God. 

Consequently  that  Church  must  always  stand,  that 
doctrine  must  always  be  pure  ; that  Apostolical,  minis- 
terial and  protective  body  must  ever  exist,  moving  in 
the  footsteps  of  all  their  Apostolic  predecessors.  These 
facts  are  based  upon  the  immutable  principles  of  divine 
law,  and  to  deny  them  is  to  assail  the  eternal  counsels 
of  the  Father,  and  blasphemiously  contradict  the  solemn, 
declarations  of  the  Son,  recorded  in  the  divine  oracles 
of  our  faith. 

Is  the  Methodist  Church  then  that  church 
which  I have  pointed  out  on  the  authority  o(  God’s  in- 
spired word?  I think  Mr.  Atwood  has  a little  more 
sense,  or  at  least  modesty,  than  to  make  the  bold  and 
preposterous  assertion,  lest  his  Centenary  should  raise 
up  in  judgment  against  him,  and  inform  him  that  his 
estalishment  is  a spurious  offspring,  born  out  o(  due  time, 
and  begotten  in  unlawful  wedlock.  But  notwithstanding 
he  has  made  the  advance  with  a strange  temerity,, 
and  with  all  the  pompous  ostentation  of  a coxcomb, 
he,  by  implication,  says  that  his  church  is  the  church 
of  God.  If  such  be  the  case,  he  must  have  a Metho- 
dist ministry  in  every  age,  with  an  Apostolic  succes- 
sion up  to  Christ.  His  religion  and  its  professors  must 
have  reached  up  to  those  glorious  times.  Nay,  his 
church  must  bear  those  distinctive  and  characteristic 
indications  that  are  the  perpetual  and  incommunicable 
property  of  the  Church  of  God.  Nothing  less  can 
make  good  his  claim,  for  these  three  constituent  parts 
of  a church,  are  so  absolutely  necessary,,  that  take  only 
one  away,  and  the  whole  fabric  falls  a mass  of  ruins  to 
the  ground.  Who  were  the  Methodist  Bishops  of  the 
17th,  16th,  15th  and  14th  centuries.  Where  were  their 
habitations,  where  their  Sees?  What  councils  did  they 
hold?  What  errors  did  they  proscribe  ? What  decision* 
did  they  pronounce  ? Where  are  his  Methodist  mis- 


sionaries  of  the  seventeenth  century,  up  to  the  time  of 
Christ?  What  countries  have  been  converted  by  their 
labors?  What  people  have  professed  their  principles  in 
those  ages?  Alas!  the  historeographers  of  those  17  cen- 
turies have  passed  away,  without  leaving  behind  them, 
even  a note  to  help  us  in  the  solution  of  these  questions. 
I fear  all  these  are  among  the  missing.  All  these  intrace- 
ables  therefore  being  beyond  the  discovery  of  man,  we 
are  constrained  to  come  down  to  the  latter  part  of  the 
18th  century,  and  recognize  in  the  person  of  John  Wes- 
ley, the  father  of  Methodism,  and  extraordinary 
founder  of  the  Church  of  God. 

Mr.  Atwood  denies  Apostolic  succession. — 
Where  then  did  Wesley  get  power  to  preach  Me- 
thodism ? I have  already  observed,  he  had  no 
predecessors,  either  apostolic  or  laic,  and  every  one 
knows  that  Apostolic  power  cannot  be  conferred  only 
by  those  endowed  with  Apostolic  authority.  Did  he 
receive  it  from  the  Catholics?  No.  From  the  Dissent- 
ers? No.  From  the  Lutherans?  No.  From  the 
Moravians?  No.  From  the  Church  of  England  ? No. 
It  might  be  said  that  he  was  ordained  in  the  Church  of 
England.  What  then  does  that  amount  to  ? Nothing 
more  than  that  he  was  ordained  to  act  in  the  Episcopal 
Church,  m the  capacity  of  an  Episcopal  minister.— 
Within  the  pale  of  her  own  communion  alone,  could  the 
Episcopal  Church  give  him  power,  authority  and  juris- 
diction. It  could  not  give  him  power  to  establish  a 
separate  and  distinct  church.  But  in  order  to  immortalize 
his  name  in  the  history  of  religious  innovations,  he  burst 
the  bond  of  union  that  linked  him  to  the  establishment, 
and  with  the  aid  of  Lord  King’s  book  and  the  dictates  of 
his  own  elastic  conscience  he  becomes  a schismatic  by 
imposing  sacriligious  hands  on  Dr.  Coke,  in  positive 
and  direct  violation  of,  and  opposition  to,  a fundamental 
tenet  of  the  Episcopal  Church,  which  teaches  that 
Episcopacy  is  a divine  institution,  and  its  exercise  ab- 
solutely essential  for  the  ordaining  of  ministers 
and  consecrating  of  Bishops.  There  he  is  laying 
before  you  a schismatic  minister  without  power. 
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authority  or  mission,  there  he  is,  the  Apostle  and 
author  of  Methodism,  a layman,  according  to  the 
sound  argumentation  of  Mr.  Atwood,  who  denies  Apos- 
tolic succession,  and  consequently  the  existence  of  any 
source  from  which  ministerial  power  could  be  derived. 

It  may  not  be  uninteresting  to  many  to  read  an  account 
of  some  of  the  religious  changes  through  which  his  con- 
stantly doubting  and  unsettled  mind  had  passed  as  they 
will  immediately  and  intuitively  discover  the  absurdity  of 
the  insulting  and  exterminating  proposition  that  his  church 
is  the  church  of  God,  founded  at  the  same  time  by  a man 
who  under  heaven  knew  not  what  to  believe.  John  Wes- 
ley was  ordained  as  an  Episcopal  Minister  by  a Bishop  of 
the  English  Church,  and  acted  in  that  capacity  for  some 
years.  It  having  been  proposed  in  England  to  have  mis- 
sionaries sent  out  to  Georgia  to  preach  to  the  Colonists 
and  the  Indians,  Mr.  Wesley  went  forward  as  a volun- 
teer and  sailed  from  Gravesend  on  the  14th  of  October, 
1735.  On  board  the  same  vessel  were  six  and  twenty 
Moravians,  going  to  join  a party  of  their  brethren  from 
Hermhut.  Wesley  admired  the  simplicity  of  their  habits 
and  their  apparent  resignation  in  time  of  danger.though 
he  himself  was  influenced  by  no  such  lauded  impres- 
sions, amidst  the  terrors  of  the  storm  the  fear  of  death 
produced  a terrible  effect  on  his  mind.  He  feared  death 
because  he  thought  he  was  unfit  to  die,  which  circum- 
stance would  seem  to  justify  the  probable  presumption 
that  he  was  devoid^f  that  faith,  which  he  so  anxiously 
sought  to  discover,  but  alas!  without  success.  During 
his  time  in  Georgia  he  became  so  entangled  in  difficul- 
ties of  a perplexing  character,  which  had  arisen  from  a 
melancholy  case  of  matrimonial  disappointment.  This 
faithless  fair  one,  was  a Miss  Sophia  Couston  and 
senseless  indeed  was  she,  to  bring  the  thunder  of  Wes- 
leys  hated  vengeance  upon  her,  and  ungenerously 
did  she  reward  him,  for  all  his  salutary  coun- 
cils to  Miss  Sophia,  to  take  precious  care  of  her 
health. 

For  this  glaring  and  unexpected  violation  of  former 
and  flatteriug  attachment,  Wesley  exercises  his  spiritual 
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power,  and  with  the  sword  of  his  more  than  Episco- 
pal authority,  lie  guards  his  chancel  against  her  ap- 
proach, and  forbade  her  to  commune  in  his  church.  He 
who  has  eyes  to  see  let  hint  see,  and  ears  to  hear  let 
him  understand.  That  is  one  historic  incident  in  the 
Apostolic  life  of  John  Wesley. 

The  probable  presumption  referred  to  above  as  to  his 
want  of  faith  during  his  voage  to  Georgia  seems  to  be 
clearly  demonstrated  by  his  own  language  on  his  return- 
ing voyage  to  England.  His  own  words  I give  on  his 
return,  “ whosoever  is  uneasy  on  any  account  earries 
in  himself  his  own  conviction,  that  he  is  so  far  anunbe- 
iiever,”  for  he  actually  reproaches  and  condemns 
himself  with  want  of  faith.”  ‘-By  the  most  infallible  of 
proofs  inward  feeling,  I am  convinced  of  unbelief.” 
If  ever  we  feel  the  consoling  influence  of  faith  it  is  in 
the  moment  of  danger,  tribulation,  and  affliction. — 
Was  such  the  language  of  the  holy  martyrs  who  died 
in  testimony  of  their  faith?  Was  such  the  language  of 
the  heroic  confessers  who  proclaimed  their  faith  before 
persecuting  tyrants,  in  sight  of  racks  and  instruments 
of  torture?  Surely  not.  It  is  however  the  language  of 
Wesley,  the  pretended  messenger  of  God,  anti  that  in 
the  most  lamentable  degree  for  he  does  not  coniine  him- 
self to  expressions  of  doubt,  but  actually  informs  us  that 
he  has  an  infallible  demonstration  of  his  want  of  faith 
at  all.  Mark  that  down  too  in  the  life  of  an  Apostle!  I 
hope  you  will  have  patience  while  I recount  these  posi- 
tive incidents,  in  the  general  review  he  made  of  his  religi- 
ous life,  how  truly  characteristic  of  an  apostolic  man  is 
his  language,  and  that  after  he  had  been  a missionary 
teaching  the  pretended  truihs  of  salvation  to  others.  For 
many  years  he  says  “1  have  been  tossed  about  by  vari- 
ous winds  ot  doctrine,  I asked  long  ago  what  must  I do 
to  be  saved,  the  scriptures  answered,  keep  the  command- 
ments, believe,  hope,  love.  1 was  early  warned 
against  laying,  as  the  Papists  do,  too  much  stress  on 
outward  works,  or  on  faith  without  works,  which  as  it 
does  not  include,  so  it  will  never  lead  to  true  hope  or 
charity.  Nor  am  I sensible,  that  to  this  hour,  I have  laid 
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too  much  stress  on  either,  but  I fell  among  some  Lutheran 
and  Calvanistic  authors,  who  magnified  faith  to  such  an 
enormous  size,  that  it  had  hid  all  the  rest  of  the  com- 
mandments. In  this  labyrinth  I was  utterly  lost,  not 
being  able  to  find  out  what  the  error  was,  nor  yet  to 
reconcile  this  uncouth  hypothesis  either  with  scripture  or 
common  sense.”  What  an  Apostle  he  was.  Nor  is  that 
all ! After  having  considered  the  decrees  of  Pro- 
vincial Synods,  they  gave  me,  he  says,  an  entire  new 
view  of  religion, nothing  like  any  I had  before!  I had 
no  heart,  no  vigor,  no  zeal  in  obeying,  continually 
doubting,  I was  right  or  wrong,  and  never  out  of  per- 
plexities and  entanglements.  Mark  that  in  an 
Apostle,  and  these  things  occurring  after  having 
preached  to  others  what  he  had  not  understood  himself. 
I shall  give  you  a little  more.  On  his  return 
to  England  he  records  his  own  condemnation  for  want 
of  faith.  It  is  now  he  says  two  years  and  almost  four 
months  since  I left  my  native  country^  in  order  to  teach 
the  Georgian  Indians  the  nature  of  Christianity.  But 
what  have  I learned  myself  in  the  meantime  ? why 
what  I the  least  of  all  suspected,  that  I,  who  went  to 
America  to  convert  others,  was  never  myself  converted 
to  God,  there  have  I learned  in  the  ends  of  the  earth 
that  my  whole  heart  is  corrupt  and  abominable.”  The 
above  are  his  own  words,  and  what  an  Apostle  he  was 
according  to  his  own  confession,  a perfect  stranger  even 
to  the  most  fundamental  articles  of  the  Christian  reli- 
gion. Shortly  after  he  happened  to  meet  in  London  a 
Peter  Boeler,  a Moravian  preacher,  Boeler  became  his 
teacher,  and  Wesley  blessed  the  Lord,  that  he  was  now 
placed  under  the  instruction  of  such  commanding  talents. 
“In  the  hands  of  the  great  God,  says  Wesley,  I was 
clearly  convinced  of  unbelief,  of  the  want  of  faiih, 
whereby  we  are  saved.”  His  mind  appears  to  have 
been  desperately  agitated,  and  though  in  Georgia,  he 
preached  faith  without  having  it, now  for  the  first  time  his 
conscience  rebukes  him  with  the  enormity  of  his  crime. 
Whether  he  says  to  Boeler  “ought  I to  leave  off  preach- 
ing, for  how  could  hepreach  to  others  who  has  not  faith 
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hlrttself  ?”  Boeler  answered  “by  no  means’*— but  what 
can  I preach,  said  Wesley?  Preach  faith,  the  Moravian 
says,  “till  you  get  it.”  Mark  that  among  the 
the  rest  of  his  Apostolic  qualifications?  In  his  letter  to 
his  old  professor  Law,  after  having  become  a Moravian, 
he  charges  him  with  neglect  or  injustice  for  not  direct- 
ing him  in  the  sure  way  of  salvation,  and  says  to  him 
“ 1 know  1 had  no  faith,  unless  the  faith  of  a devil, 
the  faith  of  a Judas,  that  speculative,  notional  airy 
shadow,  which  lies  in  the  head  and  not  in  the  heart." 
What  a Christian  ! What  a minister  of  the  gospel ! 
What  an  apostle!  What  a founder  of  the  Church  of 
God!  But  notwithstanding  the  philosophic  superiority 
of  Boeler  over  Wesley,  and  the  high  eulogyum  pro- 
nounced by  the  latter  on  the  former,  Wesley  attained  not 
Under  his  theological  instructions  the  darling  and  pre- 
cious object  that  so  much  puzzled  him,  namely,  faith  ; 
and  though  he  received  ordaination  in  1725,  he,  accord- 
ing to  his  own  acknowledgments,  had  no  religion  until 
1738,  when  he  became  converted  in  a house  or  church 
in  Aldergate  street,  London,  by  hearing  read  Luthers 
preface  to  the  Epistle  of  Saint  Paul  to  the  Romans,  in 
Which  place  he  declared  to  all,  “That  now  for  the  first 
time,  he  felt  in  his  heart.’’  I suppose  now  he  became  a 
Lutheran.  Again  “when  holymen  told  me  I had  no  faith, 
I have  often  doubled  whether  I had  or  no.”  So  shift- 
ing was  his  position,  so  much  was  his  mind  wrapped 
in  doubt,  uncertainty  and  nothing,  that  he  was  a mem- 
ber of  every  church,  even  the  Catholic,  for  he  says, 
“he  preached  Catholic  doctrine  for  twelve  years,  and 
knew  it  not,  “I  was  fundamentally  a Papist  without 
knowing  it.”  I could  fill  a volume  with  such  extraor- 
dinary stuff,  but  I rest  satisfied  that  I have  placed  be- 
fore you  a superabundance  of  religious  variations  to  en- 
able you,  to  take  a correct  view  of  the  founder  of  Me- 
thodism. Read  the  history  of  the  Christian  church 
from  its  Divine  founder,  down  to  the  present  time,  and 
I defy  you  to  find  such  a compound  of  eccentricities 
and  irreligion,  as  you  plainly  perceive  combined  in  that 
one  man. 
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Mr.  Atwood  has  thought  proper  to  produce  against 
the  Catholic  Church  the  testimony  of  writers  whom 
he  knew  to  have  been  its  relentless  and  determined  foes. 
If  their  authority  be  of  value  against  our  church,  of 
course  it  must  be  stronger  against  his,  according  to  the 
old  adage,  birds  of  a feather  flock  together.  Now, 
what  is  the  character  given  by  Dissenters  of  the  un- 
changeable architect  of  his  establishment?  Why  it  is 
as  follows,  “that  he  was  as  weak  as  he  was  vicious,  he 
was  like  an  eel  or  a squirrel,  perpetually  twisting  and 
turning  all  manner  of  ways ; there  was  little  probity  or 
common  honesty  discoverable  in  that  man.”  It  is  no 
pleasure  I feel  in  producing  those  testimonies,  painful, 
and  I suppose,  true  as  they  are.  No.  It  is  only  to 
show  and  analise  that  establishment,  whose  more  dis- 
tinguished children  assail  without  mercy,  and  with  the 
hostile  weapons  of  implacable  and  increditable  authority, 
an  institution  whose  antiquity,  at  least,  should  entitle  it 
to  the  estimation  of  all  men. 

Let  me  come  to  the  conclusion  of  my  remarks,  on 
the  bold  assertion  laid  down  by  him  in  the  preface  to 
his  commentary,  namely:  that  his  church  is  the  church 
of  God.  Before  l conclude  this  point,  let  me  ask,  by  what 
argument  has  he  proved  his  assertion?  why  it  is  as  fol- 
lows. The  English  church  has  no  succession,  because 
the  Catholic  Church  cant  prove  hers.  What  sound 
logic.  The  Episcopal  church  has  no  succession,  the 
Catholic  church  has  no  succession,  therefore,  the  Me- 
thodist church  is  the  church  of  God.  Well  done,  Mr. 
Atwood.  His  argument  runs  thus — the  government  of 
England  is  a monarchy,  that  of  France  is  a monarchy, 
therefore,  the  United  States  is  a republic.  So  much  for 
his  logic  again.  Let  me  now  recapitulate  the  substance 
of  what  I have  discussad,  in  order  to  show  you  whe- 
ther the  Methodist  church  is  the  church  of  God. 

In  the  first  place  John  Wesley  became  a schismatic 
by  transgressing  the  positive  laws  of  the  church  in 
which  he  was  ordained. 

Secondly,  according  to  his  own  confession,  he  had 
no  religion  whilst  he  preached  in  Georgia  : 
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Thirdly,  he  became  a Moravian  under  ihe  instruction 
of  Peter  Boeler  ; 

Fourthly,  he  was  ignorant  of  true  religion  until 
1738,  thirteen  years  after  he  was  ordained  : 

Fifthly,  he  was  a Catholic  for  twelve  years,  and 
knew  it  not : 

Sixthly,  Methodism  had  no  existence  until  the  18th 
century — its  name  was  not  heard  of  before— no  nation 
was  converted  bv  the  labors  of  its  ministers — no  peo- 
ple professed  their  principles — no  historian  above  the 
18th  century  has  recorded  their  name, 

I ask,  then,  any  man  of  common  sense,  can  that  be 
the  church  of  Christ,  which  had  no  existence  until  the 
eighteenth  century,  and  whose  founder  was  such  as  I 
have  described  him,  on  the  authority  of  history,  desti- 
tute of  faith,  the  first  rudiments  of  Christianity,  and  of 
every  religious  qualification  necssary  to  constitute  a 
firm  and  sound  Christian? 

Resolved  on  drilling  his  annoymous  friend  into  mute- 
ness, Mr.  Atwood  opens  the  middle  of  his  philologic 
commentary  with  an  invincible  argument  to  demolish 
the  Episcopal  government  of  the  Church  ! What  a 
whimsical  fatality  in  his  stratagem  ! As  the  dispute 
here  is  not  about  names  or  shadows,  existing  only  in 
the  imagination,  but  about  realities,  it  may  be  necessary, 
in  order  to  make  the  reader  better  understand,  to  ex- 
plain Mr.  Atwood’s  proposition,  which,  in  his  wisdom, 
he  has  left  untouched.  Those  who  hold  that  Episco- 
pacy is  a divine  institution,  maintain  that  there  exist  in 
the  church  three  grades  of  sacred  officers,  namely  : 
Bishops  or  Presbyters  of  the  first  order,  in  whose 
hands  is  lodged  the  government  of  the  church,  Presby- 
ter of  the  second  order,  Priest  or  Elder,  and  Deacon. 
They  are  the  three.  Mr.  Atwood  then  denies  the 
Episcopal  superiority,  as  exhibited  in  the  above  expo- 
sition. Nay,  he  excludes  them  totally  from  the  ranks 
of  the  sacred  ministry,  by  resolving  them  into  Presby- 
ters of  the  second  order.  He  brings  forward  some 
texts  from  sacred  scripture  to  establish  his  point,  and 
takes  it  for  granted,  upon  the  authority  of  those  texts, 
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ihat  Episcopacy  is  but  a phantom.  By  way  of  expla- 
nation, he  says  that  Bishop  is  called  Presbyter,  there- 
fore there  is  no  Bishop.  There  is  more  of  his  logic  ! 
Is  it  possible  to  conceive,  that  any  man  in  his  senses, 
could  express  himself  in  terms  so  clearly  contradictory? 
It  does  not  follow  that  a man  is  a Bishop  because  he  is 
a Presbyter,  but  it  follows  that  a man  is  a Presbyter 
when  once  a Bishop,  because  then  he  is  invested  with 
plenitude  of  sacred  power.  Now.  that  those  Presby- 
ters mentioned  by  Mr.  Atwood  were  Bishops  in  the 
modern  acceptation  of  the  term,  is  a fact,  which  the 
very  circumstance  of  the  time  in  which  they  lived,  to- 
gether with  the  testimony  of  all  antiquity  establish  be- 
yond the  probability  of  a doubt.  But  that  those  Pres- 
byters were  Presbyters  of  the  second  order,  according 
to  Mr.  Atwood’s  idea,  I totally  deny.  I will  now  show 
you  that  those  Presbyters  mentioned  by  Mr.  Atwood, 
must  have  been  real  Bishops  or  Presbyters  of  the  first  or- 
der, and  that  always  there  has  been  observed  in  the  an- 
cient church  a distinction  between  Presbyters  of  the  first 
and  second  order,  and  that  consequently  Bishops,  Priests 
or  Presbyters  were  a distinct  body.  The  first  text  of 
scripture  brought  by  Mr.  Atwood,  is  the  first  verse  of 
the  first  chapter  of  St.  Paul  to  the  Philipians  ; “ Paul 
and  Timothy,  the  servants  of  Jesus  Christ,  to  all  the 
Saints  in  Jesus  Christ  who  are  at  Phillipi  with  Bish- 
ops and  Deacons.”  In  this  text  there  is  no  mention 
made  only  of  Bishops  and  Deacons;  this  text  then  is  in 
favor  of  Episcopacy,  as  there  is  no  mention  made  in  it 
of  Presbyter  at  all,  therefore  1 maintain  that  the  autho- 
rity of  the  inspired  text,  goes  to  support  the  doctrine  of 
Episcopacy,  according  to  the  sense  in  which  it  is  taken 
by  the  Holy  Fathers.  But  mind  his  designing  ingenui- 
ty when  he  tells  you,  that  both  the  Greek  and 
Latin  Fathers  do,  with  one  consent,  declare  that  the 
Apostle  here  calls  their  Presbyters  their  Bishops.  Is  it 
not  visible  to  all,  that  in  this  text  the  word  Presbyter  is 
not  to  be  found,. and  how  is  it  possible,  then,  they  could 
say  that  Presbyter  here  means  Bishop,  when  there  is 
no  such  word  in  the  text.  The  second  text  he.  pro- 
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duces,  is  from  the  Epistle  of  Saint  Paul  to  Titus,  chap. 
1,  verses  5 and  7.  “For  this  cause  I left  thee  at  Crete, 
that  thou  should’st  set  in  order  the  things  that  are  want- 
ing, and  should’st  ordain  Presbyters  in  every  city  as  I 
also  appointed  thee.”  “ If  any  be  blameless,  the  hus- 
band of  one  wife  having  faithful  children,  not  accused 
of  riot,  or  unruly,  for  a Bishop  must  be  blameless  as 
the  steward  of  God.”  Now,  Mr.  Atwood  says  noth- 
ing can  be  more  clear  than  that  Presbyter  and  Bishop 
are  here  used  in  the  same  sense,  and  to  express  the 
same  office.  I grant,  on  the  authority  of  commenta- 
tors, and  holy  fathers,  but  I deny  Mr.  Atwoods  conse- 
quence, namely  : that  Bishops  are  only  Presbyters  ac- 
cording to  his  conception!  I maintain  that  those  Pres- 
Ibyters  were  Bishops  of  the  first  order,  possessing  a 
power  never  enjoyed  by  Presbyters  of  the  second  or- 
der, and  that  they  were  Bishops  in  the  strict  significa- 
tion of  the  word.  Here  we  have  in  that  scriptural 
quotation,  the  words  Bishops  and  Presbyters  identified, 
and  consequently  those  Presbyters  mnst  have  been 
Presbyters  of  the  first  order,  and  conclusively  Bishops. 
That  those  Presbyters  were  of  the  first  order,  and  not 
cf  the  second,  and  therefore  Bishops,  is  clear  from  the 
fact,  that  they  had  power  to  ordain,  which  never  was 
possessed  by  Presbyters  of  the  second  order.  In  the 
same  Epistle  he  says,  “as  soon  as  I send  Artemas  and 
Tychieus,  come  without  delay  to  me  at  Nicopolis,  for  I 
have  resolved  to  spend  the  winter  there.”  From  the 
jwhole  we  learn — 

First,  That  as  yet  there  had  been  no  church  in  the 
island  of  Crete,  and  consequently  no  Bishops  to  ordain 
Priests. 

Secondly,  That  the  mission  of  Titus  was  to  arrange 
ultimately  a church  government,  and  therefore  establish 
a permanent  system. 

Thirdly,  That  the  Presbyters  here  spoken  of  were 
of  the  first  order  in  this  system,  and  were  required  to 
act  as  stewards  of  God,  a term  applied  by  Saint  Paul 
to  his  own  apostolic  commission. 
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Fourthly,  That  Titus  was  not  to  reside  in  Crete,  but 
to  quit  it  at  the  first  warning.  Now  I ask  any  ration- 
al man  whether  those  Presbyters  could  be  any  other 
than  persons  appointed  with  authority,  full  and  perfect, 
to  uphold  and  extend  the  mission  in  Crete  after  the  de- 
parture of  Titus.  In  short,  must  they  not  have  had, 
as  stewards  of  God,  the  power  of  ordaining,  which 
Presbyters  of  the  second  never  had,  and  therefore  must 
have  been  Bishops  in  the  general  acceptation  of  the 
word.  Add  to  this,  that  Saint  Paul  terms  them  Bish- 
ops, I likewise  say  that  the  Presbyters  of  Ephesus, 
whom  Saint  Paul  addressed,  might  have  some  Presby- 
ters of  the  second  order  among  them,  according  to  Ire- 
neas. 

As  to  the  last  text  of  scripture  produced  by  Mr.  At- 
wood, namely,  the  words  of  Saint  Peter  to  the  Elders, 
“the  elders  which  are  among  you  I exhort,  who  am 
also  an  Elder.  ” Those  elders  also,  I say,  were  Bishops 
in  the  strict  sense  of  the  word.  Does  not  all  antiquity 
attest  the  fact,  that  Peter  was  Bishop  of  Rome,  and  that 
in  the  strictest  sense,  and  yet  he  styles  himself  Presby- 
ter, which  goes  to  prove  that  those  Presbyters,  whom 
he  exhorted,  were  Bishops  likewise,  and  consequently 
Presbyters  of  the  first  order,  not  such  as  Mr.  Atwood 
would  feign  make  them.  According,  then,  to  the  mode 
of  reasoning  adopted  by  him,  those  Bishops  were 
called  Presbyters,  and  therefore  those  Presbyters  must 
have  been  Bishops,  and  evidently  above  Presbyters  of 
a second  order,  such  as  John  Wesley  is  asserted  to  have 
been. 

That  the  Presbyters  mentioned  in  the  scriptural  text 
were  Bishops  there  can  be  no  doubt,  because  Bishops 
are  mentioned  in  them  all,  but  that  there  might  have  been 
Presbyters  of  the  second  order  is  not  improbable,  for 
Iraneas  says  “the  Bishops  and  Presbyters,  who  were 
from  Ephesus  and  the  surrounding  cities,  having  been 
convoked  in  Miletus.”  That  Bishops  were  called  Pres- 
byters of  the  first  order  in  the  primitive  days  of  the 
church,  is  a fact;  and  that  those  Presbyters  were  Bish- 
ops, is  no  less  true  ; that  those  Presbyters  of  the  first 
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order  were  above  those  of  the  second,  and  that  the 
Fathers  and  Church  have  always  acknowledged  that  dis- 
tinction, which  is  maintained  at  the  present  day,  and 
which  I intend  to  prove. 

Mr.  Atwood,  full  of  pious  reverence  for  ancient  re- 
cords, has  recourse  to  the  Holy  Fathers  to  support  him 
in  his  fainting  spell,  and  in  anticipation  of  an  unques- 
tioned and  incontested  triumph,  he  speaks  out  from  un- 
der the  unprotecting  curtain  of  patristical  authority,  and 
tells  us  that  the  Fathers  admit  no  distinction  between 
Bishops  and  Presbyters — such  Presbyters  as  he  would 
like  to  make  them.  Let  us  see  if  he  speaks  the  truth. 
The  first  Father  I introduce  is  Iraneas,  Bishop  of  Ly- 
ons, in  the  middle  of  the  second  century,  a disciple  of 
Polycarp,  disciple  of  John  the  Evangelist.  “ The 
Bishops  and  Presbyters  from  Ephesus  and  the  surround- 
ing cities,  having  been  convoked  at  Miletus.” 

Is  it  not  evident  that  there  is  a distinction  here,  and 
that  Bishops  are  above  Presbyters  ? If  Presbyters 
here  meant  Bishops,  why  make  the  distinction?  Would 
it  not  make  strange  language  to  say  the  Bishops  and  the 
Bishops.  Here  then,  is  the  positive  authority  of  Ira- 
neas, to  prove  that  this  distinction  existed,  and  that 
Bishops  were  above  Presbyters.  The  next  I give  is 
Ignatius,  who  suffered  martyrdom  about  eight  years 
after  the  decease  of  John  the  Apostle,  whose  disciple 
the  Holy  martyr  had  been.  In  the  letters  of  this  mar- 
tyr, acknowledged  genuine  by  every  man,  not  fanati- 
cally ignorant,  not  only  sole  Episcopacy  is  inculcated, 
as  of  the  authority  of  Christ,  but  is  distinguished  as 
supreme  in  the  church,  over  the  ministers  called  Pres- 
byters and  Deacons.  In  his  letter  to  the  faithful  of 
Smyrna,  he  says  “ do  you  all  follow  the  Bishop  as 
Jesus  Christ,  the  Father,  and  a Presbyter  as  the  Apos- 
tles,” and  in  writing  to  the  Trallians,  he  says,  “ it  is 
necessary  that  you  do  nothing  without  the  Bishop,  but 
be  also  subject  or  obedient  to  the  Presbyters.”  Again, 
in  another  place,  he  says,  “it  behoveth  each  one  of  you 
and  especially  the  Presbyters,  to  cherish  your  Bishop 
in  honor  of  the  Father,  Jesus  Christ,  and  the  Apostles.” 
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It  is  not  possible  to  discover  language  clearer  than  that 
used  by  the  Saint  to  point  out  the  seperate  and  distinct 
rank  of  Bishop  and  Presbyter,  and  the  superiority  of 
the  former.  I return  to  Iraneas,  “we,”  he  says,  “ can 
enumerate  those  who  were  appointed  Bishops  in  the 
church  by  the  Apostles.” 

Now  that  Saint  Iraneas  means  here  Bishops,  in  the 
true  sense,  as  distinct  and  above  Presbyters,  is  evident 
from  the  first  testimony  taken  from  him,  in  which  he 
has  mentioned  Bishops  and  Presbyters,  doubtless,  as 
two  separate  orders.  Tertulian,  one  of  the  most  cele- 
brated of  ancient  Latin  writers,  in  treating  on  the  right 
of  the  clergy  to  administer  the  sacrament  of  baptism, 
says,  “the  high  Priest,  who  is  the  Bishop,  has  the  pow- 
er of  administering  baptism,  then  the  Presbyters  and 
Deacons,  however,  not  without  the  Bishop’s  authority.” 
Here  again,  you  perceive  the  different  grades  of  minis- 
ters in  the  church  at  that  age,  and  also,  you  see  that  the 
Bishops  had  supreme  power  over  the  Presbyters  and 
Deacons.  Origin,  another  celebrated  writer  of  the  third 
century  says,  “neither  a Bishop,  nor  a Presbyter,  nor  a 
Deacon,  nor  a widow,  can  be  twdce  married.”  Can 
anything  be  clearer  than  the  language  of  Origin?  hav- 
ing obviously  shown  that  Bishops  are  different  from 
Presbyters,  I will  give  you  the  authority  of  the  holy 
Bishop,  Saint  Cyprian,  in  the  third  century.  “ For  I 
hear  that  some  among  the  Presbyters,  being  neither 
mindful  of  the  gospel  nor  thoughtful  of  what  the  mar- 
tyrs should  have  written  to  us,  nor  retaining  for  their 
Bishops  the  honor  of  his  priesthood  and  chair,  have  al- 
ready began  to  communicate  with  the  relapsed.” 

Here  then  are  to  be  found  Bishops  and  Presbyters  ; 
but  that  the  Bishop  is  superior  to  the  Presbyter,  is  plain 
from  the  fact  that  Saint  Cyprian  reproaches  them  for 
not  paying  to  the  Bishops  that  respect  and  regard  due 
from  them  to  his  superior  rank.  “The  church  has  her 
certain  members,  Bishops,  Presbyters,  Deacons,  Minis- 
ters, and  the  multitude  of  the  faithful.”  This  extract, 
like  the  rest,  requires  no  comment.  It  speaks  for  it- 
self, and  sorrowfully  for  Mr.  Atwood.  I will  give  you 
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now  Saint  Augustine,  as  the  commentator  appears  to 
love  the  fathers,  when  he  thinks  they  suit  his  purpose, 
as  much  as  to  say,  by  the  bye,  that  the  fathers  were 
Methodists.  Whether  they  were  or  no,  I leave  the 
reader  to  judge.  I know  however,  they  did  not  follow 
the  same  Methodistic  plan  of  argumentation  that  Mr. 
Atwood  has.  The  difference  might,  I suppose,  be  at- 
tributed  to  the  circumstances  of  the  times.  This,  to 
be  sure,  is  the  enlightened  age,  and  Mr.  Atwood  might 
possess  advantages  not  enjoyed  by  the  holy  fathers  ; 
consequently  they  should  not  be  reproached  if  they 
were  ignorant  of  the  Methodistic  science,  which  is  so 
familiar  to  divines  of  modern  times.  Pardon  the  di- 
gression— and  now  to  Saint  Augustine.  In  his  book 
against  heresies,  he  condemns  Arius  as  a heretic,  be- 
cause he  had  said  that  “a  Presbyter  ought  not  to  be 
distinguished  from  a Bishop.”  Saint  Epihanrius,  in 
the  fourth  century,  says,  “ he  that  has  married  the  se- 
cond time  is  not  admitted  to  priesthood,  (order  of  Pres- 
byter] though  he  remain  content  or  be  a widower. — 
Such  a one,  I say,  is  not  admitted  to  the  degree  of  Bish- 
op, Priest,  (Presbyter,)  Deacon  and  Sub-Deacon.” 
Does  not  any  man  then  see  there  are  Bishops  and  Pres- 
byters, and  that  the  former  are  above  the  latter. 

I think  I have  produced  the  strongest  testimony  of 
the  holy  fathers  to  prove  this  disputed  and  denied  dis- 
tinction between  Bishops  and  Presbyters.  In  the  com- 
mentary to  tract  No.  4.,  the  authority  of  Saint  Poly- 
carp is  advanced  to  prove  that  Bishops  and  Presbyters 
are  the  same  as  Presbyters,  commonly  understood. — 
Now,  if  I prove  that  Polycarp  was  a Bishop  himself, 
in  the  strict  sense  of  the  word,  then  Saint  Polycarp  can 
afford  no  shelter  to  the  vanquished  advocate  of  Presyter 
rights.  That  Iraneas  has  Bishops  and  Presbyters  in 
his  writings,  as  I have  quoted  above,  you  plainly  per- 
ceive. That  Bishops  there  must  have  been  Bishops  in 
the  strict  meaning  of  the  word,  is  clear,  and  that  the 
Presbyters  were  not  Bishops,  but  humble  Presbyters, 
not  possessing  Episcopal  prerogative.  This  same  holy 
Iraneas  informs  us,  in  his  book  on  heresies,  that  Poly- 
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carp  was  Bishop  of  Smyrna.  His  words  are  as  foliowsr 
“and  Polycarp  was  not  only  taught  by  the  Apostles  and 
converted  with  many  of  those  who  had  seen  our  Lord, 
but  also  that  he  was  constituted  by  the  Apostles  in 
Asia,  Bishop  in  that  Church  which  is  at  Smyrna,”  con- 
sequently he  was  not  a Presbyter,  such  as  you  see  in 
the  other  quotation  from  lraneas,  but  a Bishop  who  is 
placed  by  lraneas  above  the  Presbyters.  Therefore 
Polycarp  was  a Bishop  in  the  precise  and  correct  inter- 
pretation of  the  word,  which  prostrates  the  commenta- 
tor in  his  annihiliating  attempts.  As  to  his  argument 
taken  from  Ignatius,  it  goes  for  nothing,  as  I have  de- 
monstrated from  Ignatius  himself,  who  is  most  expres- 
sive and  conclusive  in  pointing  out  to  us  the  existence 
of  the  three  distinct  order  of  ministers,  namely,  Bish- 
ops, Presbyters  and  Deacons.  As  to  the  authority 
taken  from  Clement,  I have  not  much  to  say.  Does 
Clement  mean  here  such  Presbyters  as  Mr.  Atwood 
would  be  anxions  he  should?  Does  he  say  they  are 
such  as  Ignatius,  Clement,  Saint  Cyprian,  Saint  Augus- 
tine, and  Saint  Jerome  have  mentioned  with  Bishops 
before  them?  Certainly  not,  but  Presbyters  of  the  first 
order,  whom  Clement  himself  styles  Bishops. 

We  are  told  that  Lord  Barrington  says  that  Clement 
always  means  Presbyters  for  Bishops.  That  is  not  a 
bad  joke!  Of  what  magnifying  powers  must  that  Bar- 
rington’s spectacles  have  been  possessed,  to  have 
enabled  him  from  his  English  Cottage  to  penetrate  the 
intercepting  Alps  and  give  a correct  and  infalliably  true 
interpretation  of  the  words  and  writing  of  Saint  Clement! 
And  the  most  singular  part  of  the  whole  is,  that  my 
Lord  Barrington  did  not  mount  his  observatory  until 
several  hundred  years  after  the  Saint  had  winged  his 
flight  into  the  regions  above.  What  great  men  these 
Lords  are  ! Lord  Barrington  and  Lord  King.  The 
commentator  seems  to  hold  them  in  veneration,  and  no 
doubt  he  might  have  the  chance  and  honor  of  such  com- 
pany now,  had  John  Wesley  been  as  successful  as  he 
wished  to  be,  in  organizing  his  Militia  Brigade  to  be 
ready  for  action  at  the  nod  of  the  Crown. 


I leave  the  commentor  of  Tract  No.  4,  in  company 
with  the  antiquarian  Lords  who  have  done  such  invalu- 
able service  to  the  religious  world,  by  expounding  in 
their  true  genuine  character  and  sense,  the  principles  of 
ecclesiastial  government,  in  primitive  times,  and  by  dis- 
covering the  true  term  by  which  were  to  be  styled  the 
supreme  officers  in  whose  hands  that  government  was 
lodged.  I come  now  to  the  authority  of  Jerome  as  ad- 
vanced to  show  that  Bishops  and  Mr.  Atwood’s  Presby- 
ters were  the  same.  It  is  surprising  to  see  the  alacri- 
ty with  which  anti-Episcopalians  advance  the  authority 
of  Saint  Jerome  in  this  particular  case  while  at  all  other 
times  they  manifest  as  much  contempt  and  indifference 
for  his  authority  and  evidence  as  if  it  were  only  the 
language  of  an  unenlightened  and  morose  Asiatic.— 
High  as  is  considered  the  standing  of  Jerome  as  a writ- 
er, it  is  not  so  high  as  to  induce  us  to  prefer  his  auihori- 
ty  to  the  universally  established  principles  of  the  church. 
The  particular  quotation  in  ihe  commentary  taken  from 
Saint  Jerome,  has  been  over  and  over  expounded  by 
Catholic  and  Protestant  divines,  so  as  to  reconcile  it 
with  the  doctrine  of  that  father  elsewhere  laid  down, 
most  incontestably  in  favor  of  the  divine  institution  of 
Episcopacy.  It  is  then  unnecessary  to  dwell  at  any 
length  in  endeavoring  to  explain  this  particular  extract 
which  for  years  has  been  a subject  of  controversy 
among  the  learned,  while  we  can  more  easily  End  out 
Saint  Jerome’s  ideas  on  the  subject  under  discussion. 
Jerome  in  his  Epistle  to  Evagrious  observes,  “for  ordi- 
nation excepted,  what  does  a Bishop  perform  that  a 
Presbyter  may  not  perform?”  Is  not  that  language  in 
favor  and  support  of  Episcopal  authority.  He  says  a 
Presbyter  cannot  ordain,  a Bishop  can  ordain,  conse- 
quently a Bishop  has  more  power  than  a Presbyter, 
and  that  power  he  has  by  divine  institution.  No  per- 
son denies  that  the  Saviour  left  power  to  his  Apostles 
to  ordain,  as  we  have  seen  they  have  done.  They  had 
this  power  then  by  divine  institution.  Those  who  re- 
ceived this  pow'er  from  the  Apostles  had  it  also  by  di- 
vine right,  because  they  received  it  from  the  Apostles  as 
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a power  conferred  on  them  by  Christ,  not  for  them- 
selves exclusively,  but  to  be  transferred  by  them  to 
their  successors  in  the  sacred  ministry  to  the  end  of 
time;  but  according  to  Jerome  it  is  the  bishops  who  have 
this  power,  and  not  Presbyters,  consequently  Bishops 
are  above  Presbyters  by  divine  institutions;  again,  Saint 
Jerome  writing  on  confirmation  against  a schismatic, 
says:  “I  admit  this  to  be  the  practice  of  the  church,  that, 
when  in  remote  places,  any  have  been  baptized  by  the 
Presbyters,  (Priest)  or  Deacons,  the  Bishop  goes  to 
them,  and  having  invoked  the  holy  spirit,  lays  his 
hands  on  them.”  Here  then,  again  you  find  Saint  Je- 
rome point  out  the  three  different  orders,  Bishops,  Pres- 
byters and  Deacons,  and  reserving  for  the  Bishop  alone 
the  power  of  imposing  hands.  Are  not  these  argu- 
ments powerful  from  Jerome  to  demonstrate  that  he  did 
not  regard  as  one  and  the  same,  Bishops  and  Presbyters 
of  Mr.  Atwood’s  class?  If  Bishops  and  Presbyters 
were  the  same,  why  did  not  the  600  Presbyters  at  the 
council  of  Nice  take  their  seats  among  the  Bishops? 
Why  did  they  not  vote  ? Why  did  they  remain  there 
as  spectators,  if  they  were  the  same  as  Bishops?  How 
did  it  happen  that  they  were  ignorant  of  their  equal 
rights?  What  a misfortune  for  those  priests  that  Mr. 
Atwood  had  not  seen  them  in  these  times,  that  he  might 
give  them  a peep  through  his  theological  microscope  to 
enable  them  to  perceive  their  hitherto  uncomprehended 
divine  privileges,  of  which  they  had  been  robbed,  and 
to  which  spoliation  they  submitted  and  acquiesed  with- 
out a murmur! 

I shall  give  one  or  two  instances  more  to  show  that 
the  church  never  regarded  a simple  Presbyter  to  be 
equal  to  a Bishop.  I give  the  authority  of  Saint  Atha- 
nasius, who  has  recorded  an  occurance  that  took  place 
at  Alexandria  in  the  fourth  century;  Alexander  was  then 
Bishop  of  Alexandria.  A Presbyter  named  Colutus 
was  deposed  by  the  Bishop  for  blasphemy.  Colutus, 
without  any  new  ordination,  assumed  the  functions  of  a 
Bishop  and  ordained  priests  or  presbyters,  of  the  second 
order.  His  pretensions  to  Episcopal  authority  were 
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examined  in  a Synod  held  at  Alexandria,  and  he  was 
declared  to  be  a Presbyter  of  the  second  order,  and  no 
more,  and  all  his  ordinations  were  declared  a mockery, 
and  all  the  Presbyters  whom  he  ordained  were  allowed 
to  take  their  places  among  the  laity.  That  proves  that 
Presbyters  in  the  ordinary  sense  were  not  Bishops,  to 
whom  alone  the  powers  of  ordination  belonged  by 
divine  right.  The  Apostolic  constitutions,  a work  clas- 
sed by  Eusebius,  with  the  most  ancient  book  of  Her- 
mas,  inculcates  the  necessity  of  Episcopal  ordination  in 
order  to  become  a Bishop,  and  gives  a ritual  for  the  or- 
dination of  Bishops  and  Presbyters,  which  proves  that 
they  were  regarded  even  in  the  earliest  age,  as  distinct 
and  different  orders  of  sacred  ministers.  So  much  then 
for  Mr.  Atwood’s  sameness  of  Episcopal  and  Presby- 
ter power. 

Even  Wesley  himself  seems  to  admit  the  distinction 
between  Bishop  and  Presbyter.  If  not,  why  consecrate 
Coke?  Does  he  not  tell  us  that  Coke  was  a Presbyter 
before  he  imposed  hands  upon  him?  If  he  considered 
Bishop  and  Presbyter  synonimous,  why  did  he  conse- 
crate him?  The  fact  is,  that  though  Wesley  seems  to 
hold  the  theory  of  Episcopal  and  Presbyter  equality, 
he  has  condemned  and  rejected  it  by  that  act  of  conse- 
cration, making  a man  a Bishop,  who  according  to 
his  theory  was  a Bishop  before.  Such  was  the  incon- 
sistency of  the  man  in  requiring  absolutely  the  neces- 
sity of  Episcopal  power  for  Coke,  whilst  he  practical- 
ly and  theoretically  denied  its  necessity  for  himself. — 
Likewise,  if  Wesley  held  the  identity  of  the  Episcopal 
and  Presbyter  order,  why  did  he  consult  the  Bishop  of 
London  to  consecrate  for  him?  Why  did  he  suffer  the 
delegates  from  this  country  to  make  application  to  Dr. 
Franklin  to  procure  a remedy  for  their  grievances  ? 
Why  did  he  permit  them  to  have  recourse  to  the  Nun- 
cio at  Paris  to  intercede  for  them  with  the  Bishop  of 
that  See?  Why  did  he  not  abide  by  the  doctriue  of 
Lord  King,  and  let  well  enough  alone,  without  expos- 
ing his  ignorance,  by  stepping  forward  injthe1  capacity 
of  a consecrator?  The  reason  is  obvious  to  every  man 
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of  understanding  and  discretion,  which  can  be  no  other 
than  that  he  regarded  the  two  as  distinct,  and  that  he 
was  firmly  convinced  he  had  no  power  to  consecrate, 
though  he  yielded  to  pretended  necessity,  and  availed 
himself  of  that  novel  alternative  which  afterwards  he 
endeavored  to  justify  on  the  authority  of  Lord  King, 
in  order  to  justify  the  outrageous  act  of  Wesley  in  his 
consecrating  of  Coke,  and  to  prove  his  own  church  a 
true  one. 

First,  The  commentator  tells  us  that  Wesley,  being 
a Presbyter,  had  power  to  consecrate  Coke. 

Secondly,  He  tells  us  that  the  Episcopal  Church 
has  no  Apostolic  succession,  and 

Thirdly,  He  asserts  that  an  Apostolic  succession  of 
ministers  is  a fable,  that  Apostolicity  of  doctrine  is  the 
only  succession. 

I leave  any  sensible  man  to  judge  if  ever  such  non- 
sense fell  from  the  lips  of  a sane  and  wise  man.  Pity  that 
some  one  of  our  chartered  Colleges  does  not  confer  the 
honor  of  Philosophic  Doctor  on  this  Platonic  prodigy. 
But  supposing,  for  argument  sake,  such  to  be  the  case, 
what  advantage  would  he  gain  by  that?  Why,  no  less 
than  that  Wesley,  notwithstanding  his  ordination  in 
that  church,  had  no  orders  at  all,  and  consequently  that 
he  was  no  Presbyter,  but  a layman;  because,  by  deny- 
ing the  Apostolic  succession  of  that  church,  he  with 
one  fell  stroke  dissolves  her  connexion  with  the  church 
of  God,  in  which  alone  can  be  found  the  title  and  the 
right  to  these  divine  powers,  which  were  conferred  on 
the  Apostles,  and  which  were  to  be  transmitted  from 
successor  to  successor,  from  age  to  age,  and  from  gene- 
ration to  generation,  to  the  end  of  time.  Consequent- 
ly, according  to  his  charge,  she  having  been  seperated 
from  that  Apostolic  and  divine  body,  she  could  not  pos- 
sess those  divine  and  Apostolic  powers,  and  therefore, 
those  who  might  apply  to  her  for  the  communication  of 
those  powers  should  have  returned  without  them,  among 
whom  was  Wesley  himself.  You  see  then,  should 
this  principle  be  advanced,  that  not  only  Wesley  him- 
self, but  all  his  successors,  would  come  out  laymen  in- 
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stead  of  Presbyters  or  Ministers  of  the  gospel.  If  the 
Episcopal  church  be  without  a succession,  then  is  Wes- 
ley’s ministry  a fable,  and  his  religion  anti-chiistian, 
having  received  it  from  an  anti-cbristian  establishment, 
according  to  the  argument  of  the  commentator,  who, 
bye  the  bye,  lias  received  his  Bible  from  that  church, 
not  having  one  of  his  own,  notwithstanding  the  boid 
assertion  made  by  him  at  the  start,  that  “ his  church  is 
a scripture  church,  or  in  other  words,*  the  church  of 
God.”  I wonder  did  the  commentator  perceive  this 
consequence  ? Even  admitting  that  Wesley  was  a 
Presbyter,  does  it  follow  from  that,  that  he  could  con- 
secrate Coke?  Certatnly  not.  It  cannot  be  found  in  the 
whole  range  of  Ecclesiastial  history,  that  the  church 
ever  recognized  in  one  humble  Presbyter  such  power 
as  I have  shown  from  the  instance  of  Colutus,  who  was 
a Presbyter  as  well  as  John  Wesley,  with  this  excep- 
tion, however,  that  his  claim  and  title  to  the  name  and 
office  was  good,  perfect  and  unquestioned.  Though 
Wesley  then  should  have  been  a Presbyter,  he  could 
not  delegate  the  power  of  his  office  to  others,  and  con- 
sequently those  who  were  ordained  by  himself  and  his 
successors,  were  only  laymen,  no  matter  how  long  they 
might  continue,  or  how  far  they  might  extend. 

By  sifting,  then,  the  principles  laid  down  by  Mr.  At- 
wood, in  order  to  throw  aspersions  on  others,  and  to 
piove  the  divine  origin  of  his  owm  church,  you  will 
arrive  at  the  unexpected  and  disagreeable  conclusion, 
that  his  ministers  are  laymen,  and  his  religion  unsup- 
ported by  divine  sanction,  which  consideration  brings 
his  church  back,  notwithstanding  his  defence,  to  the 
same  ground  on  which  Tract  No.  4 had  left  it. 

He  has  been  pleased  to  furnish  us  with  a piece  of 
new  information  relative  to  the  nature  of  a church,  we 
are  told  that  the  only  succession  that  is  required  is  suc- 
cession of  doctrine,  and  consequently  where  a succes- 
sion of  doctrine  is,  there  is  the  church.  What  an 
Apocalyptic  discovery  ! I should  suppose  that  the  man 
who  would  publish  such  language  as  that  had  little  re- 
gard for  the  common  sense  of  mankind,  or  for  his  own 
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character,  notwithstanding  his  attempt  to  establish  the  lat- 
ter by  a printed  document.  The  Saviour  of  the  world 
dreached  in  Judea  for  three  years  before  he  established 
his  church.  Here  then  was  a succession  of  doctrine,  be- 
cause  preached  successively  by  him  during  that  time. 
Will  you  say  Mr.  reader  that  the  Christian  church  was 
formed  and  existed  during  that  time?  Most  undoubtedly 
not.  What  a strange  kingdom  that  would  be  where 
neither  officers  nor  people  would  be  found  to  constitute 
a kingdom  and  expound  its  laws,  and  yet  such  would 
be  the  church  of  Christ  according  to  Mr.  Atwood’s 
theory.  So  much  for  that  piece  of  singular  wisdom. — 
But  as  he  is  unable  to  prove  either  a succession  of  doc- 
trine, ministry,  or  professors  from  the  time  of  the  Apos- 
tles, the  wiser  plan  would  be  for  him  to  be  silent  on 
that  point. 

The  next  present  of  valuable  intelligence  we  are  fa- 
vored with,  is  that  the  Catholic  Church  has  no  succes- 
sion, and  in  order  to  show  that  he  goes  to  the  fountain 
head,  and  tells  us  it  is  very  doubtful  whether  Peter  was 
ever  at  Rome;  and  that  he  observes  upon  authority  ke 
his  own,  of  little  worth.  Let  us  instruct  this  learned 
divine  and  historical  sceptic.  I will  give  him  the  au- 
thority of  Cave,  “we  intrepidly  affirm,  says  Cave,  with 
all  antiquity,  that  Peter  was  at  Rome,  and  for  some  time 
resided  there.”  Rome  is  styled  by  Saint  Cyprian,  “the 
place  of  Peter,”  and  by  Saint  Jerome  it  is  termed  “the 
chair  of  Peter,”  by  all  the  holy  fathers  Rome  is  called 
the  See  of  Peter.  The  authority  of  Rev.  Adam  Clarke, 
the  learned  Protestant  commentator  on  the  Bible  is 
worth  something.  He  says  “ it  is  needful  to  make  any 
remarks  upon  this  tradition,  but  it  is  easy  to  observe,  it 
is  the  general,  uneontradicted,  disinterested  testimony  of 
ancient  writers  in  several  parts  of  the  world,  Greeks, 
Latins,  and  Syrians.”  As  our  Lords  prediction  concern- 
ing the  death  of  Peter  is  recorded  in  one  of  the  four  gos- 
pels, it  is  likely  that  Christians  would  observe  the  accom- 
plishments of  it  which  must  have  been  in  someplace,  and 
about  this  place  there  is  no  difference  among  Christian 
writers  of  ancient  times.  Never  was  any  other  place  nam- 
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ed  but  Rome,  nor  did  any  other  city  ever  glory  in  the 
martyrdom  of  Peter.  There  were  in  the  second  and  third 
century  disputes  between  the  BishopS  of  Rome  and 
other  Bishops  and  churches  about  the  time  of  keeping 
Easter,  and  about  the  baptism  of  heretics.  Vet  none 
denied  the  Bishop  of  Rome  what  they  called  the  chair 
of  Peter.  It  is  not  for  our  honor  or  interest  either  as 
Christians  or  protestants,  to  deny  the  truth  of  events  as- 
certained by  early  and  well  attested  traditions.  If  any 
make  an  ill  use  of  such  facts,  we  are  not  accountable 
for  it.  We  are  not  from  the  dread  of  such  abuses  to 
overthrow  the  credit  of  all  history,  the  consequence  of 
which  would  be  fatal.”  Eusebius  also  says,  “ by  the 
benign  and  gracious  providence  of  God,  Peter,  that 
powerful  and  great  Apostle,  who,  by  his  courage  took 
the  lead  of  all  the  rest,  was  conducted  to  Rome  against 
that  pest  of  mankind,”  namely,  Simon  Magus.  The 
same  historian  also  observes  “ that  Paul  was  beheaded 
at  Rome,  and  Peter  crucified  under  him.”  I hope  that 
much  is  sufficient  for  those  who  are  not  wilfully  blind 
to  the  light  of  historical  truth. 

The  Apostolic  succession  in  the  Catholic  Church  is 
denied  by  the  commentator,  on  the  ground  that  some 
writers  place  Linus  after  Saint  Peter,  while  others  place 
Clement;  and  also,  on  the  ground  that  Cletus  is  placed 
by  some  next  to  Linus,  while  others  place  there  Anna- 
cletus.  Is  there  any  argument  in  that  against  Apostolic 
succession!  I see  none.  However,  drowning  men  wilL 
catch  at  straws.  Saint  Iraneas  tells  us  “ that  the  Epis- 
copacy of  the  Roman  See  was  conferred  on  Linus,  and 
exhibits  Annecletus  as  his  successor,  Clement  occupy- 
ing the  third  place.”  Does  Tertulian  contradict  that, 
when  he  says  that  Clement  was  ordained  by  Peter? 
Certainly  not!  It  is  not  improbable  that  the  three  were 
ordained  by  Peter,  in  order  to  meet  the  exigencies  of 
the  times.  The  persecutions  that  raged  then  against 
the  Christian  religion,  required  that  the  safety  of  the 
church  should  be  timely  consulted,  by  having  Bishops 
from  whom  might  be  selected  one  who  would  resume 
the  government  of  the  church,  should  its  chief  pastor 
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be  consigned  to  martyrdom,  as  had  been  the  ease  jra 
the  three  first  centuries  of  the  Christian  era.  Many 
writers,  however,  are  of  the  opinion  that  Linus  and 
Cietus  acted  as  Saint  Peter’s  assistants  in  administering 
the  affairs  of  the  Roman  Church,  and  Clement,  whom 
Saint  Peter  nominated  as  his  successor,  gave  way  to 
them,  they  having  been  Saim  Peter’s  co-adjutors.  As  to 
the  distinction  between  Cietus  and  Annacletus,  it  is  a 
question  discussed  among  the  learned;  suffice  to  say 
that  all  who  differ  on  the  above  minor  considerations 
are  the  strongest  advocates  and  vouchers  of  the  un- 
broken succession.  Those  venerable  witnesses  of  the 
ancient  faith  never  entertained  a thought  that  a single 
link  had  been  broken  in  tiie  chain  of  Apostolical  suc- 
cession to  their  time.  They  may  vary  about  the  name 
in  consequence  of  the  difference  of  time,  but  their  lan- 
guage is  the  same  with  regard  to  the  succession.  Saint 
Iraneas,  writing  against  the  Gnostics,  says  : “ All  who 
wish  to  see  the  truth,  may  see  in  all  the  church  the 
tradition  of  the  Apostles  manifested  throughout  the 
whole  world,”  and  we  can  enumerate  the  Bishops  to  our 
own  times,  who  taught  or  knew  no  such  doctrine  as 
they  madly  dream  of.  But  since  it  would  be  very 
tedious  to  enumerate  the  succession  of  all  the  churches 
in  this  work,  by  pointing  to  the  tradition  of  the  greatest 
and  most  ancient  church,  known  to  all,  founded  and 
established  at  Rome,  by  the  two  most  glorious  Apos- 
tles, Peter  and  Paul,  and  to  her  faith  announced  to  men, 
coming  down  to  us  by  the  succes»iou  of  Bishops. — 
Tertulian  writing  against  sectarianists,  says  : “ Let 

them  give  us  the  origin  of  their  churches,  let  them  unfold 
the  series  of  their  Bishops,  coming  down  from  the  be- 
ginning in  succession,  so  that  the  first  Bishop  was  ap- 
pointed and  preceded  by  any  of  the  Apostles,  or  of 
Apostolic  men.”  And  after  having  enumerated  the  list 
of  Bishops  in  the  See  of  Rome,  down  to  his  time,  he 
says  ; “Let  heretics  feign  any  thing  like  this.”  Saint 
Augustine,  in  the  fifth  century,  says  : “ In  the  Catholic 
church  many  are  the  considerations  which  must  keep 
me  in  her  bosom,  the  assent  of  nations,  her  authority 
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first  established  by  miricles,  the  succession  of  pastors, 
from  the  chair  of  Peter,  to  whom  the  Lord  committed 
the  care  of  feeding  his  flock,  down  to  the  present  Bish- 
op.” Eusebius  is  equally  explicit  on  that  point.  Saint 
Optatus  of  Milevas,  in  the  fourth  century,  says  to  Par- 
menianus,  “ you  cannot  deny  that  Saint  Peter,  the 
chief  of  the  Apostles,  established  the  Episcopal  chair 
at  Rome — this  chair  was  one — it  was  in  this  one  chair, 
which  is  the  mark  of  the  church,  that  Saint  Peter  first 
sat.  To  Saint  Peter  succeeded  Linus,  and  after  him 
others,  till  Damasus,  who  is  now  our  colleague.”  I 
I have  now  sufficiently  proved  the  fact  of  Apostolic 
succession,  down  to  the  fifth  century,  upon  the  most 
creditable  authority — that  of  writers  of  the  second, 
tjhird,  fourth,  and  fifth  centuries.  Let  Mr.  Atwood, 
in  the  language  of  Turtulian,  “ show  any  thing  like 
that!”  Let  him  show  any  of  his  predecessors  in  Me- 
thodism, above  Wesley: 

“ Alas  for  their  memory  ! alas  for  their  name, 

To  search  them  in  history  would  be  labor  in  vain!” 

His  vile  scurility  about  the  Popes  and  their  election, 
is  worthy  of  his  pen.  It  appears  to  me  he  must  have 
been  dreaming  of  camp  meetings  before  hand,  or  in 
other  words,  his  field  general  councils.  It  is  generally 
known  to  every  man,  who  has  any  pretensions  to  learn- 
ing, that  the  Popes  were  elected  by  the  Bishops  of 
Rome,  and  the  surrounding  country,  and  if  temporal 
power  transgressed  the  bounds  of  their  authority,  by 
exercising  undue  influence  at  Papal  elections,  it  is  to  be 
ascribed  more  to  the  circumstances  of  the  times,  and  to 
their  haughty  and  unbounded  ambition,  than  to  any  ac- 
knowledged right  inherent  in  them.  Their  interference, 
however,  did  not  effect  the  succession.  See  Saint  Cyp- 
rian, and  other  Fathers  on  the  election  of  Popes. 

As  to  the  lives  of  the  Popes  whom  he  envies  so 
much,  I have  to  say,  that  if  we  are  forgetful  of  the  im- 
perative duties  of  religion,  we,  ourselves,  are  to  be 
charged  with  the  guilt,  and  not  the  religion  whose  laws 
we  may  transgress.  We  are  never  to  confound  and 
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identify  the  weakness  of  the  minister  with  the  holiness 
of  his  ministry.  If  the  whole  list  of  Popes  are  to  be 
condemned  on  account  of  the  forgetfulness  of  a few,, 
then  as  well  may  we  condemn  the  Apostolic  College 
for  the  high  treason  of  Judas  ! The  Pontificial  office 
does  not  consist  in  the  personal  holiness  of  the  Pontiff, 
though  it  is  the  most  precious  and  sparkling  gem  in  his 
crown.  It  is  well  said  by  the  holy  Augustine,  “if  into 
that  order  of  Bishops  which  is  continued  from  Saint 
Peter  down  to  Anastasius,  who  now  sets  upon  that 
chair,  if  any  traitor  should  steal  his  way,  he  could  not 
prejudice  the  church  and  the  innocent  Christians,  to 
whom  a provident  Lord  says  of  such  calamities,  ‘ do 
what  they  say,  but  do  not  what  they  do,  for  they  say 
and  do  not.’”  We  respect  the  sanctuary  in  which 
Stephen  officiated,  though  Nicholas  profaned  it  ! we 
revere  the  place  from  which  Judas  fell — and  to  which 
Mathias  was  promoted;  the  scriptures  respect  the  chair 
of  Moses,  though  they  censure  several  Pontiff’s  who 
sat  in  it.  However,  that  every  expounder  and  traffick- 
er of  scriptures  should  endeavor  to  cast  around  their 
names  the  foul  scum  of  vulgar  calumny,  is  not  to  be 
wondered  at,  since  it  is  the  most  profitable  and  lucra- 
tive article  they  have  to  dispose  of.  'Phis  lesson,  which 
modern  theologians  have  more  accurately  to  memory 
than  the  Lord’s  prayer,  is  no  new  thing,  it  has  been 
taught  these  three  hundred  years  past,  by  impious 
scriblers,  who  has  written  against  Catholicity,  its  min- 
ister}’ and  institutions.  History,  however,  bears  testi- 
mony, that  during  the  first  three  hundred  years,  the 
Popes  were  remarkable  for  every  virtue  which  Christi- 
anity could  inspire,  and  martyrs  to  the  sacred  cause 
which  they  advoeated.  Those  of  the  fourth,  fifth  and 
sixth  centuries  bear  in  the  history  of  nations  a distin- 
guished name  lor  holiness,  science,  indefatigible  and 
invincible  zeal,  and  those  of  succeeding  centuries  are 
regarded  by  no  friendly  writers  of  the  present  time  as 
the  parents  of  civilization,  the  promoters  of  the  arts  and 
science,  and  the  greatest  benefactors  to  the  human  race, 
in  securing  for  them  every  advantage,  both  temporal  and 
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spiritual.  As  it  would  be  tedious  to  enumerate,  I will 
adopt  another  mode  to  show  the  succession,  and  there- 
by accomplish  two  objects  at  once.  The  Apostolic  suc- 
cession in  the  Catholic  church  is  traced,  not  only  by 
giving  the  individual  names  of  the  Pontiff’s  who  have 
occupied  the  chair  of  Peter,  proving  the  succession  as 
a matter  of  fact,  on  the  authority  of  history,  but  also, 
by  the  different  nations  that  have  been  converted  to 
Christianity,  down  to  the  present  time,  since  all  the 
missionaries  derived  their  mission  from  the  reigning 
Pontiff’s  of  every  century.  Such  for  instance,  in  the 
second  century,  we  witness  the  great  conversions 
wrought  in  Africa,  Gaul,  Britain.  In  the  third,  the  re- 
duction of  the  Goths,  and  other  barberous  nations  to 
the  standard  of  Christ;  and  in  the  fourth,  the  conver- 
sion of  the  Ethopians  and  Iberians.  In  the  fifth,  we  be- 
hold the  Scots,  the  Irish  and  the  French,  subdued  to 
the  yoke  of  the  gospel.  In  the  sixth,  the  Southern  and 
Northern  Piets,  the  Bulgarians,  Swabians,  and  the  Sax- 
ons. In  the  seventh,  the  light  of  the  gospel  was  further 
extended  to  the  English  and  the  Franconians,  and  Ne- 
therlanders  received  the  same  faith.  In  the  eighth, 
Hesse,  Thurengia,  Wesphalia  and  Saxony  embraced 
Catholicity.  In  the  ninth,  Holsten,  and  part  of  Sweden, 
the  Sclavonians,  Moravians,  Bulgarians  and  Bohami- 
ans,  submitted  to  the  inlluence  of  Catholicity.  In  the 
tenth  century,  the  Danes,  the  Goths  in  Sweden,  the 
Poles  and  Prussians,  in  part,  and  the  Moscovits.  In  the 
eleventh,  the  Hungarians  and  Norwegians  entered  the 
pale  of  the  Catholic  church.  In  the  twelfth,  Courland, 
Sainogatia  and  Livonia  received  the  faith  of  Christ.  In 
the  thirteenth,  the  same  faith  was  preached  to  the  Tar- 
tars. In  the  fourteenth,  Lithuania  was  converted.  In  the 
fifteenth,  the  Cannary  Islands,  together  with  a consider- 
able number  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  kingdom  of  Con- 
go and  Angola  bowed  submission  to  the  Christian  dis- 
pensation, and  not  to  continue  the  calculation,  even  in 
1840-’41,  more  savages  were  converted  at  the  Rocky 
Mountains,  by  one  or  two  humble  Catholic  mission- 
aries, than  were  ever  converted  in  foreign  lands  by  the 
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united  labors  of  all  the  Methodist  missionaries  that  ever 
left  the  United  Stales.  There  is  Apostolic  sucession  ! 
There  are  its  fruits  ! 1 would  like  to  see  the  geogra- 

phical map  of  Methodism  traced ! 

He  seems  to  speak  with  pious  remembrance  of  the 
Waldeners.  Should  he  gain  peace  for  his  conscience, 
or  glory  for  his  name,  by  claiming  relationship  with 
that  famous  generation,  I have  no  objection,  as  I make 
him  a present  of  them.  Next  in  docket  order,  comes 
up  the  Catholic  Herald,  for  “ daring  to  do,  what  it 
would  not  be  permitted  to  do  years  ago,  namely,  to 
publish  an  account  of  a Miricle  wrought  by  a part  of 
the  Savour’s  garment.”  Heavy  charge,  that  ! Pity 
the  friends  of  the  Herald  were  not  aware,  in  time  of 
this  prosecution,  that  they  might  have  interceded  for 
it,  before  its  sentence  of  condemnation  had  been  pro- 
nounced by  Judge  Atwood.  May  we  be  justified  from 
such  language  to  inler,  that  he  discovers  an  egregious 
and  material  error  in  the  Constitution,  for  embracing 
within  its  compass  the  Roman  Catholics  ! Ungener- 
ous offspring ! that  would  thus  cast  unworthy  insinua- 
tions on  the  memory  of  those  patriotic  dead,  who  have 
recorded  in  the  Charter  of  American  rights,  their  liber- 
ality, philantrophy  and  good  wishes,  for  the  peace, 
harmony  and  privileges  of  future  ages  and  generations. 

I fear,  however,  he  has  condemned  the  Herald  without 
hearing  the  witnesses  in  its  favor,  which,  upon  a new 
trial  being  granted,  I intend  to  lay  before  the  court. 
The  charge  is,  that  the  Herald  has  published  what  the 
scriptures  published.  The  first  evidence,  in  the  fourth 
book  of  Kings,  2c.  11  and  14vs.,  we  read,  “ that  when 
Eliseus  smote  the  waters  of  the  Jordon  with  the  mantle 
of  Elias,  they  parted,  and  the  prophet  passed  over.'” 
Again,  23c.  21v.  “ when  a dead  man  was  let  down 
into  the  sepulchre  of  Eliseus,  no  sooner  did  he  touch 
the  bones  of  the  prophet,  than  he  revived  and  stood 
upon  his  feet.”  There  is  the  second  evidence,  Math. 
9c.  20,  21  and  22vs.,  “ and  behold  a woman  who  was 
troubled  with  an  issue  of  blood  twelve  years,  came  be- 
hind him  and  touched  the  hem  of  his  garment,  for  she 
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said  within  herself,  “ if  I can  but  touch  his  garment,  I 
shall  be  healed,”  But  Jesus  turning  about  and  seeing 
her,  said,  “ be  of  good  heart,  daughter,  thy  faith  hath 
made  thee  whole,”  & the  woman  was  made  whole  from 
that  hour.’’  There  is  the  third  evidence. — In  the  Acts 
of  the  Apostles,  5c.  14,  15,  I6vs.,  we  read,  “ and  the 
multitude  of  men  and  women  that  believed  in  the  Lord 
was  more  increased,  insomuch,  that  they  brought  forth 
the  sick  into  the  streets,  and  laid  them  on  beds  and 
couches,  that  when  Peter  came,  his  shadow  at  least 
might  overshadow  any  of  them,  and  they  might  be  de- 
livered from  their  infirmities,  who  were  all  healed.” 
There  is  the  fourth  evidence. — In  the  same  19c.  11, 
12vs.  “ And  God  wrought  by  the  hand  of  Paul,  more 
than  common  miricles  ; so  that  even  there  were  brought 

FFOM  HIS  BODY  tO  the  sick,  HANDKERCHIEFS  AND  APRONS, 

and  the  diseases  departed  from  them,  and  the  wicked 
spirits  went  out  of  them.”  There  is  the  fifth  evidence. 
I see  then,  Mr.  Herald,  that  you  have  the  evidence  and 
the  authority  of  the  law  at  your  side.  I order,  then, 
that  you  be  set  at  liberty,  clear  of  any  charge  or  im- 
putation. 

The  next  is  confession,  which  is  a staple  article  with 
every  tract  monger.  Not  to  fatigue  you  with  authority, 
I shall  content  myself  with  giving  the  testimony  of 
Protestant  writers  on  that  subject,  men  of  learning,  not 
such  as  some  of  our  literary  Pigmies  of  the  present 
day.  Luther,  in  the  seventh  tome  of  his  works  in  his 
example,  says,  “ l look  upon  private  confession  to  be  a 
very  precious  and  salutary  thing.  0 how  much  ought 
all  Christians  to  rejoice  that  it  exists,  and  to  thank  God 
that  he  has  permitted  and  given  it  to  us.  Two  reasons 
ought  powerfully  to  excite  us  to  confess  willingly  and 
cheerfully.  The  first  is  the  Holy  Cross,  that  is,  the 
shame  and  confusion  for  a person  to  accuse  himself  of 
his  own  accord,  before  other  men,  and  to  be  tryed  by 
them.  No  fasting,  no  prayers,  no  indulgences,  no  suf- 
fering, can  contribute  so  much  as  this  voluntary  shame, 
to  render  a man  humble,  that  is  to  say,  susceptible  of 
grace.  The  second  reason,  which  ought  to  incite  us 
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to  make  a voluntary  confession,  is  the  precious  and  no- 
ble promise  of  God — Math.  16,  “ And  whatsoever  thou 
shalt  lose  upon  earth,  it  shall  be  loosed  also  in  Heaven” 
And  John,  20c.  23v,  “ Whose  sins  you  shall  forgive, 
they  are  forgiven  them.1’  Thus  Luther,  in  his  second 
tome,  page  84,  edit.  Lat.  Wittemberg,  1546,  he  says, 
“ There  is  no  doubt  that  the  confession  of  sins  is  ne- 
cessary and  commanded  by  God.  But  private  confes- 
sion, which  is  now  in  use,  pleases  me  in  every  regard, 
and  is  not  only  useful,  but  even  necessary.  I would 
not  that  it  were  not;  nay,  I rejoice  that  it  is  in  the 
Church  of  Christ,  because  it  is  the  only  remedy  to  an 
afflicted  conscience.”  In  his  book  against  the  Anabap- 
tists, he  says,  “ We  confess,  that  under  the  Papacy 
are  many  good  Christian  things;  yea,  all  that  is  good 
in  Christianity,  and  that  we  had  it  from  thence  : (or  we 
acknowledge,  that  under  the  Papacy  is  the  true  Scrip- 
ture, true  baptism,  the  true  sacrament  of  the  altar,  true 
keys  for  the  forgiveness  of  sins,  true  office  of  preach- 
ing true  catechism,  as  the  Lords  prayer,  the  ten  com- 
mandments, and  the  articles  of  faith.  I say,  moreover, 
that  under  the  Papacy  is  true  Christianity,  even  the  very 
kernal  of  Christianity.”  In  the  Ausburg  Confession, 
Art.  11,  12,  22,  Apol.  on  Paenb  p.  167.  200,  201, 
it  is  expressly  laid  down,  that  “ Absolution  ought  to 
be  retained  in  confession,”  that  to  reject  it,  is  an  error 
of  the  Novations,  and  a condemned  error,  “ that  this  ab- 
solution is  a true  sacrament,  and  properly  so  called  ;” 
“that  the  power  of  the  Keys  remits  sins,  not  only  in 
the  sight  of  the  church,  but  also  in  the  sight  of  God.” 
Such,  then,  is  the  authority  of  Luther  in  favour  of  con- 
fession. The  Church  of  England,  also,  is  so  well 
convinced  o(  the  divine  institution  of  confession,  that 
she  enjoins  a special  charge  to  be  given  to  those  of  her 
communion,  to  confess  their  sins  upon  two  occasions. 
The  one  before  communion,  and  the  other  when  they 
are  sick.  The  minister  addresses  the  people  in  his  ex- 
ortation  before  communion,  in  the  following  manner, 
as  laid  down  in  the  book  of  common  prayer,  printed 
some  years  ago  in  England  : — “ And  because  it  is  re- 
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quisiie,  that  no  man  should  come  to  holy  communion, 
but  with  a full  trust  in  God’s  mercy,  and  with  a quiet 
conscience,  therefore,  if  there  be  any  of  you,  who  by 
this  means  cannot  quiet  his  own  conscience  herein,  but 
requireth  further  comfort  or  counsel,  let  him  come  to 
me  or  to  some  other  discreet  and  learned  minister  of 
God’s  word,  and  open  his  grief,  that  by  the  minister  of 
God’s  holy  word,  he  may  receive  the  benefit  of  abso- 
lution, together  with  ghostly  advice  and  counsel  to  the 
quietness  of  his  conscience,  and  avoiding  all  scruples 
and  doubtfulness.”  With  regard  to  the  2nd  occasion,  we 
read  as  follows  : — Here  shall  the  sick  person  be  moved 
to  make  a special  confession  of  his  sins,  if  he  feel  his 
conscience  troubled  with  any  weighty  matter,  after 
which  confession,  the  priest  shall  absolve  him  (if  he 
humbly  and  heartily  desire  it)  after  this  sort : — Our 
Lord  Jesus  Christ,  who  hath  left  power  to  his  church 
to  absolve  all  sinners  who  truly  repent  and  believe  in 
him,  of  his  great  mercy,  forgive  thee  thine  offences, 
and  by  his  authority  committed  to  me,  I absolve  thee 
from  all  thy  sins,  in  the  name  of  the  Father  and  of  the 
Son,  and  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  Amen.”  Such  is  the  au- 
thority of  the  Church  of  England.  King  James,  in 
the  year  one  thousand  six  hundred  and  four,  confirmed 
the  practice  of  confession  at  the  conference  held  at 
Hampton  Court,  as  may  be  seen  in  the  113th  Canon  of 
this  Conference,  and  in  his  Meditations  upon  the  Lords 
prayer,  he  says: — “ As  to  myself,  I do  heartily  approve 
of  confession,  even  when  made  in  private  to  a minister, 
and  I could  moreover  wish  that  it  were  more  practical 
amongst  us,  for  I consider  it  an  excellent  thing,  and 
every  way  calculated  to  prepare  men  for  worthily  re- 
ceiving  the  holy  sacrament.”  I shall  now  produce  the 
authority  of  two  celebrated  doctors  of  the  English 
church,  Dr.  Bayle,  and  Bishop  Andrew,  the  former  in 
his  book,  entitled.  The  Practice  of  Piety,  51  article, 
page  627,  edit.  13,  in  his  exortation  to  a sick  man  to 
i send  for  a minister,  speaks  as  follows  : — “ Send  and 
i enquire  after  some  holy  and  religious  minister,  not  only 
! that  he  may  pray  for  you,  but  that  he  may  impart  to 
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thee,  after  a confession  and  an  unfeigned  sorrow  and 
repentance,  the  absolution  of  thy  sins,  for  as  God  hath 
called  him  to  baptise  thee  in  repentance  and  remission 
of  thy  sins,  so  also  he  hath  given  him  a vocation,  a 
power  and  authority,  provided  thou  repent,  to  absolve 
thee  from  thy  sins  ; for  the  Lord  hath  said  to  him  : — 
“And  I will  give  unto  thee  the  Keys  of  the  Kingdom  of 
Heaven  ; and  whatsoever  thou  shalt  bind  on  earth  shall 
be  bound  in  heaven  ; and  whatsoever  thou  shalt  loose 
on  earth,  shall  be  loosed  in  heaven.  And  again,  verily 
I say  unto  you,  whatsoever  ye  shall  bind  on  earth  shall 
be  bound  in  heaven  ; and  whosoever  sins  you  remit, 
they  are  remitted  unto  them.”  Now  it  is  not  said,  who* 
soever  sins  ye  declare  to  be  remitted,  but  whose  sins  ye 
remit.  They  therefore  remit  sins,  because  Jesus  Christ 
remitieth  the  sins  through  their  ministry,  as  it  was 
Jesus  Christ  loosened  Lazarus,  by  the  hands  of  his  dis- 
ciples.” Bishop  Andrew  in  his  Court  sermon  on  John 
20,  23, — “ Whose  sins  you  shall  forgive,  they  are  for* 
given  them,”  says  : — We  are  not,  the  ordinance  of  God 
thus  standing,  to  rend  off  one  part  of  the  sentence. 
There  are  here  expressed  three  persons, — 1st,  the  per- 
son of  the  sinner,  (who  sins.) — 2nd,  of  God,  (they  are 
forgiven,)  and  thirdly,  of  the  priest,  (you  forgive.) 
Three  are  expressed,  and  where  three  are  expressed, 
three  are  required,  and  where  three  are  required,  two 
are  not  enough.  It  is  St.  Augustine  that  thus  speaketh 
of  this  ecclesiastical  act  in  his  time  (An.  400.)  Let 
no  body  say  within  himself,  I repent  in  private,  I re* 
petit  before  God  ; God  who  pardons  me,  knows  I re- 
pent from  my  heart.  Then  to  no  purpose  was  it  said, 
— “ Whatsoever  you  shall  loose  on  earth,  shall  be 
loosed  in  heaven — then  to  no  purpose  were  the  Keys 
given  to  the  Church  of  God-^we  make  void  the  gospel 
• — we  make  void  the  words  of  Christ.” 

I could  continue  Protestant  authority  in  favor  and 
support  of  confession,  but  what  is  now  given  is  suffi- 
cient to  show  that  that  institution  which  the  commenta- 
tor would  like  to  tarnish  with  the  poisonous  venom  of 
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his  bigotry,  has  received  the  support  and  advocacy  of 
able  and  distinguished  scholars. 

In  a high  sounding  tone  of  confidence  and  imaginary 
theological  superiority,  he  informs  the  public  that  the 
fulminations  discharged  from  his  magazine  of  refined 
knowledge  against  Catholics,  was  “ for  the  benefit  of 
Protestants  in  general.”  Here  Protestant  fellow  citi- 
zens is  a powerful  vindicator:  surely  the  cause  which 
he  advocates  must,  triumph.  I am,  however,  disposed 
to  think,  that  the  learned  and  intelligent  Protestants  who 
have  read  his  defence,  will  give  him  little  credit  for  that 
production,  seeing,  as  they  unavoidably  must,  that  he 
has  completely  failed  in  his  attempt  to  rescue  his  own 
church  from  the  character  of  a Temperance  Society,  as 
given  to  it  by  Tract  No.  4.  I am  sure  it  cannot  be  ex- 
pected that  he  will  do  other  peoples  work,  when  he 
can’t  do  his  own.  Every  man  who  has  read  his  de- 
fence or  commentary  must  discover  at  once  that  Tract 
No.  4,  remains  unanswered,  and  will  for  ever.  For 
your  information  I will  place  before  you  in  systematic 
form  the  objections  of  Tract  No.  4,  and  the  refutation 
by  the  author  of  the  defence. 

Tract  No.  4,  objects — “Mr.  Wesley  never  intended  to 
form  a church  in  this  country.” 

Defence  answers — Yes  ! he  did — he  had  learned 
from  Lord  King  that  he  could  consecrate  a Bishop,  and 
accordingly  he  did  so,  and  sent  him  over  to  this  country, 
and  ours  is  the  scripture  church. 

Tract  objects— “The  Methodists,  in  having  become 
such,  have  gone  contrary  to  the  express  wishes  of  Mr. 
Wesley.” 

Defence  answers — There  is  no  Apostolic  succession 
in  the  Catholic  Church. 

Tract  objects — “Methodism  is  put  together  by  men.” 

Defence  answers — The  Catholic  Herald  dares  now 
to  publish  what  it  dare  not  years  ago. 

Tract  objects— “Methodists  made  themselves  a min- 
istry.” 

Defence  answers— Mr.  Wesley  can  speak  for  him- 
self. 
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Tract  objects — “They  made  themselves  sacraments.” 

Defence  answers— He  who  can  administer  the  great- 
er sacrament,  can  administer  the  lesser. 

Tract  objects — “If  they  were  a church,  then  may  the 
abolition  society  at  length  become  a church.” 

Defence  answers — Mr.  Wesley  considered  the  Me- 
thodists in  this  country  as  totally  disconnected  from  the 
ctiurch  of  England,  in  consequence  of  events  which  he 
could  not  control. 

Tractobjects — “But  then  the  Temperance  Society 
may  become  a church,  if  you  call  yours  a church.”  - 

Defence  answers — Far  from  it  Mr.  Tract.  Don’t 
you  know  there  was  much  confusion  at  the  Papal  elec- 
tions, and  all  the  Popes  were  no  great  things,  and  you 
can’t  prove  the  consecration  of  Parker  ! I am  done 
now  Mr.  Tract,  I have  refuted  all  your  objections,  and 
my  church  is  as  blooming  as  ever  ! 

Tract  says — “Don’t  be  so  hasty;  1 leave  the  public  to 
judge  of  your  refutation,  and  the  force  of  your  argu- 
ments.” 

I have  now  placed  before  you  the  arguments  on  both 
sides,  leaving  it  to  your  own  judgment  to  arrive  at  the 
conclusion. 

I have  now  come  to  the  end  of  my  remarks,  having 
noticed  as  diffusely  as  the  narrow  limits  of  a pamphlet 
would  allow,  the  different  falsehoods  of  the  commen- 
tary, except  such  as  are  absolutely  nonsense,  or  fit  only 
for  a common  brothel.  I wish  the  following  questions 
solved : 

1st.  If  there  is  no  Apostolic  succession  in  the  Epis- 
copal church,  how  could  Wesley  have  been  a Presby- 
ter, and  consequently  above  a Layman  ? 

2d.  By  what  authority  of  scripture,  or  sanction  of 
ecclesiastical  usage  did  he  ordain  ? 

3d.  From  whom  did  he  derive  authority  to  preach 
and  establish  a church  for  himself  17C0  years  after  the 
ascension  of  Christ;  whether  his  authority  was  of  an 
ordinary  or  extraordinary  character  ; if  ordinary,  who 
gave  it  to  him?  if  extraordinary,  how  did  he  establish 
it? 
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4th.  After  his  authority  was  withdrawn,  by  having 
been  expelled  from  the  Episcopal  Church,  according 
to  Mr.  Atwood,  did  he  receive  any  new  ministerial 
power  and  authority,  and  if  so,  from  whom? 

5th.  How  is  it  proved  that  Methodist  preachers  are 
not  laymen  ? 

6th.  What  is  his  religion,  and  what  people  believed 
and  taught  it  before  John  Wesley  ? 

7th.  How  will  he  reconcile  with  the  seventh  com- 
mandment their  taking  the  Bible  from  the  Episcopal 
church,  for  the  purpose  of  dogmatizing  new  opinions, 
whereas  the  Episcopal  church  had  no  power  to  grant  it 
for  any  other  purpose  than  that  for  which  it  was  em- 
ployed by  herself? 

8th.  By  what  Catholic  historical  authority  can  it  be 
proved  that  Popes  were  elected  by  such  persons  as  Mr. 
Atwood  has  most  modestly  asserted,  with  all  his  coun- 
terfeit sanctimoniousness.  I demand  the  original  work, 
nothing  less  will  be  sufficient,  the  interested  garblings 
of  Protestant  writers  will  be  of  no  value. 

9th.  All  denominations  of  Christians  admit,  that  the 
Catholic  church  was  the  first  church,  and  consequently 
the  kingdom  of  Christ  as  foretold  by  the  Prophets,  if 
• the  Catholic  church  then  lost  its  Apostolic  succession, 
it  has  ceased  to  be  the  church  of  God,  and  therefore 
the  kingdom  of  Christ.  I wish  to  know  how  such  a 
defection  can  be  reconciled  with  the  prediction  of  the 
Prophets,  who  have  announced  the  constant  and  ever- 
lasting existence  of  that  kingdom — how  with  the  pro- 
mise of  Christ,  that  the  “ gates  of  Hell  should  not  pre- 
vail against  it  ?” 

, 10th.  We  are  told  that  Romanism,  as  Mr.  Atwood 

‘ pleases  to  style  the  Catholic  church,  was  spread  over 
the  earth  for  one  thousand  years  before  the  reformation, 
if  the  church  which  he  calls  Romanism,  was  not  the 
' true  church,  but  an  innovation,  I want  to  know  where 
was  the  true  church  during  them  thousand  years? 
Where  was  it,  so  as  to  answer  the  graphic  description 
of  the  Prophets  and  the  characteristics  given  to  it  by 
its  divine  founder?  Who  was  the  author  of  that  inno 
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vation?  In  what  country  did  he  live?  On  what  day  of  the 
month,  in  what  year,  in  what  age  did  he  publish  or 
make  known  the  change?  Who  were  his  counsellors 
— the  abettors  and  advocates  of  his  new  principles  ? 
What  new  articles  of  religion  were  taught?  What 
contemporaneous  historian  has  recorded  the  important 
alteration  in  the  faith  of  Christ?  What  controversies 
took  place  on  the  occasion  ? What  councils  were  con- 
voked to  denounce  and  condemn,  as  usual,  the  innova- 
tion? If,  according  to  the  commentator,  there  was  no 
true  church  for  one  thousand  years  before  the  reforma- 
tion, why  then  attach  any  value  to  the  testimony  of 
the  Catholic  church  ? Why  believe  the  inspiration 
of  scripture  on  the  authority  of  that  church,  and  if 
it  must  be  believed  on  her  authority,  if  that  autho- 
rity be  good  in  support  of  the  inspiration  and  integrity 
of  scripture,  I want  to  know  on  what  principle  of  rea- 
son it  is  rejected,  when  she  gives  the  construc- 
tion and  interpretation  of  those  scriptures  whose 
sacred  character  has  been  determined  by  her  explicit 
decisions.  If  there  was  no  true  church  until  the  refor-  ! 
mation,  I want  also  to  know,  which  was  the  true  church 
at  that  time?  The  Wickliffites ! The  Lutherans! 
Episcopalians  or  Presbyterians  ! Nothing  less  than 
the  direct  and  positive  solution  of  these  questions  will 
satisfy  or  merit  the  future  attention  of  the  man  of  com- 
mon sense.  How  lamentable  it  is  to  find  men  re- 
presenting the  clerical  character,  instead  of  expounding 
the  gospel  of  peace  and  charity — instead  of  inculcating 
brotherly  affection  to  all,  transgressing  the  very  law 
which  they  expound,  by  sowing  the  seed  of  religious 
prejudice  and  bigotry  in  the  minds  of  their  flock,  and 
bearing  false  witness  against  their  neighbors,  by  wilful 
calumny  and  misrepresentation.  Such  is  not  the  way 
to  perpetuate  the  kindly  feelings  that  should  immutably 
exist  between  the  children  of  a common  origin — such  is  j 
not  the  way  to  strengthen  and  consolidate  the  bonds  of 
social  order,  nor  to  establish  mutual  confidence  among 
men,  on  the  contrary,  by  such  a course  of  action,  that 
friendly  intercourse  which  is  to  be  found  in  every  well 
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organised  and  harmonious  society,  is  abolished.  Man 
speaks  with  indifference  of  his  neighbor  and  the  sacred 
pillars  of  the  social  edifice  are  shaken  to  the  base.  To 
whom  is  this  deplorable  and  melanooly  state  of  things 
to  be  attributed  ? It  is  to  the  minister  of  religion,  who 
unmindful  of  his  responsibility,  transforms  himself  from 
a minister  of  peace,  charity  and  conciliation,  into  a min- 
ister of  discord  and  dissention. 

How  true  are  the  words  of  the  Moneiad — ■ 

“ O,  were  his  law  of  love  by  all  obeyed, 

Who  boasts  his  law  to  keep  ! a heaven  now  on  earth, 
Now  unobserved  that  law,  what  misery  reigns  ; 

And  wild  uproar,  that  earth  half  hell  might  seem, 

For  hell  is  most,  where  least  of  love  is  found.” 

Far  be  it  from  me  to  dispute  the  right  of  any  min- 
ister of  the  gospel  to  vindicate  his  own  principles  by 
fair  and  honorable  means,  and  if  such  a coarse  were 
pursued,  instead  of  branding  other  denominations  with 
the  infamy  of  foul  epithets  and  base  allegations,  religion 
would  be  more  respected,  mankind  more  united,  and 
the  humble  writer  of  this  Key  would  be  under  no  ne- 
cessity of  exhibiting  himself  before  the  public. 

PATRICK  KANE. 
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ERRATA, 


On  page  18,  5th  line  from  the  bottom,  after  the  word 
“ rank,”  insert  the  following  words  : “ Saint  Optatus 
of  Melevis,  says.” 

On  page  24,  20th  line  from  the  top,  after  the  word 
“ prodigy,”  insert  the  following  : “ With  regard  to 
the  Apostolic  succession  in  the  Episcopal  Church,  I 
have  nothing  to  say — I transfer  that  point  into  the  hands 
of  the  author  of  Tract  No.  4,  who,  in  my  humble 
(judgment,  has  more  logic,  and  I am  sure  more  common 
sense,  than  the  commentator.” 
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